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A STUDY OF LEARNING STRATEGIES

IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE I“'STRUCTION

Introduction

This paper reports on the project "A Study of Learning Strategies in Foreign
Language Instruction” conducted by Interstate Research Associates under a
grant. awarded by the International Research and Studies Program of the U.S.
Department of Education. The project consists of three major studies: (a) a
Descriptive Study, which identified learning strategies used in studying
foreign languages; (b} a Longitudinal Study, which is analyzing differences
between effective and ineffective language learners and changes in strategy
uses over time; and (c) a Course Development Study, in which foreign language
instructors are teaching their stgdents_to apply learning strategies. The
Descriptive Study was completed in the first year of the project, and the
Longitudinal Study was initiated during this period. The Longitudinal Study
continues throughout the second and third years of the project, and is the
subject of this paper. The Course Description Study was initiated in the

second year of the project and will be completed in the third year.

Research and theory in second language learning strongly suggest that good
language learners use a variety of strategies to assist them in gaining
coamand over new language skills. Learning strategies are conscious
operations or steps used by a learner to facilitate the cosprehension,
learning, or recall of information (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986). Second language
learners who use active and varied strategies to assist their learning terd to
be weore effective learners than those who do not use strategies or who rely
upon sisple rote repetition (D'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Kupper, &

Russo, 1985a; Politzer & McBroarty, 1985; Rubin, 1975; MWenden, 198S).
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Although some learners are adept at devising strategies to assist second
language acquisition, many others tend to be ineffective at developing

strategies and consequently may encounter difficulties in learning the new

language.

Research in tLearning Strategies

Research in learning strategies in the second language acquisition literature
has focused +for the most part on describing strategies used by successful
language learners. Research efforts concentrating on the "good language
learner” by 0O'Malley et al. (1985a; 1987) and others (Naiman, Frohlich,
Stern, & Todesco, 1978; Rubin, 1975; Wenden, 1983) have identified strategies,
either reported by students or observed in language learning situations, that
appear to contribute to learning. These efforts demonstrate that students do
apply learning strategies while learning a second language and that these

strategies can be descrilbed and classified.

A classification scheme proposed by Rubin (1975) subsuses learning strategies

under two broad groupings: strategies that directly affect learning
(clarification/verification, sonitoring, memorization, guessing/inductive
reasoning, deductive reasoning, and practice), and those which contribute
indirectly to learning (creating practice opportunities ang using production
tricks such as communication strategies). An alternative scheae proposed by
Naiman, Frohlich, Stern, and Todesco (1978) contains five broad categories of
learning strategies: an active task approach, realization of a language as a
system, realization of language as a means of comsunication and interaction,
manageaent of affective demands, and aonitoring of second language

perforsance. 0'Malley et al. (1985a) investigated the types of learning

1e
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strategies reported by effective learners of English as a second language, and
found that the strategies could be described in teras of aetacognitive,
-cognitive, or social-affective processes. These findings were confirmed in
the Descriptive Study of the current project, which focused upon learners of
Russian and Spani~ch (D'Malley, Chamot, Kupper, & Impink-Hernandez, 1987).
Oxford (198%) has .dentified similar strategy groupings under the categéries
of indirect strategies (metacognitive) and direct strategies icognitive),

following Rubin’s (1975) classification schese.

Metacognitive strategies can be conceptualized as serving an executive
tunction for the learner; they involve thinking about the learning proc 'ss,
planning +or learning, monitoring of comprehension or production while it is
taking place, and self-evaluation of learﬁing after the language activity is
coapleted. Cognitive strategies are more directly related to individual
learning tasks and entail direct manipulation or transformation of the
learning waterials (Brown & Palincsar, 1982). A third type of learning
strategy suggested in the literature on cognitive psychology indicates that
social and affective processes can also contribute te learning, which are most
clearly evidenced in cooperative learning (Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, %
Campione, 1983; Slavin, 1980). Learners who ask questions for clarification
and interact with each other to assist learning, as well as those who are able
to exercise a dcgree of affective control, are also conscious of using
strategies which contribute to learning. Cooperative strategies have been
shown to enhance learning on a variety of reading comprehension tasks
(Dansereau & Larson, 1983) and other areas of the curriculum, such as langauge

arts, sathematics, and social studies (Slavin, 1980).

| 1-3
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Another recently completed descriptive study compared strategies used by
ineffective and effective second language learners 1in various types of
listening comprehension tasks (Q0'Malley, Chamot, & Kupper, 1984). BEoth groups
of students used metacognitive, cognitive, and social-affective strategies to
assist comprehension and recall of the material listened to. The pattern of
strategy use was quite different, however, fbr the effective listeners. Not
only did effective listeners use strategies more frequently than did the less
effective students, but they differed in the types of strategies they
preferred. Effective listeners made frequent and successful use of selé-

monitoring, elaboration, and inferencing, whereas ineffective listeners used

these strategies infrequently.

Studies of learning strategy applications in the literature on cognitive
psychology concentrate on determining the effects of strategy training for
different kinds of tasks and learners. Findings from these studies generally
indicate that strategy training is effective in improving the performance of
students on a wide range of reading and probles-solving tasks f(e.g., . Brown,
Bransford, Ferrara, & Campione, 1983; Chipman, Siegel, & G&laser, 1985:

Dansereau, 1985; Weinstein & Mayer, 19Bé6; Wittrock, Marks, & Doctorow, 1975).

Research on training second language learners to use learning strategies has
enphasized applications with vocabulary tasks. Dramatic improvesents in
individually presented vocabulary learning tasks have been reported in these
studies. The typical approach in this research has been either to encourage
students to develop their own associations for linking a vocabulary word with
its egquivalent in the second language (Cohen & Aphek, 19803 1981), or to train
students to use specific types of linking associations to cue the target word,

such as the keyword sethod (e.g., Atkinson & Raugh, 1973; Pressley, Levin,




Nakamura, Hope, Bisbo, & Toye, 1980). Generally, the strategy training is
given individually or is provided by special instructional presentations to a
group. Recently, a classroom-oriented approach to learning strategy training
was studied (0'Malley et al., 19835b). In this approach, intact classes of
second language students were taught to use learning strategies for three
different tasks, including two integrative language tasks {listening
coaprehension and oral presentation). Results indicated that learning
strategy instruction was associated with greater proficiency in the speaking
task, and that learning strategy instruction also improved listening

cosprehension for tasks that were not beyond the students’ range of

competence,

Research in metacognitive and cognitive learning strategies also suggests that
transfer of strategy training to new tasks can be aeaximized by pairing
setacognitive strategies with appropriate cognitive strategies. Students
without metacognitive approaches are essentially learners without direction or
cpportunity to plan their learning, monitor their progress, or review their

accomplishaents and future learning directions.

Studies of learning strategies with second language learners have naturally
been influenced by theories in second language acquisition (as well as by
currant information processing theories in cognitive psychology). Some of
these theories of second lanquage acquisition are briefly discussed belew to
identify cognitive processes that relate to learning strategies and how they

are used by second language learners.

BEST CCPY AVAILABLE

-5 13




Second Language Acquisition Theory

Theories of second language learning and proficiency often include a cognitive
component,. bu£ the role of learning strategies has remained vague. In
Cumming’ (1984) model of language proficiency, tasks vary along a continuum
from cognitively undemanding to cognitively demanding, while language varies
along a continuum froa context-embedded to context-reduced. Acadesmic tasks,
tor exaasple, are cognitively demanding and usually require language in which
contextual cues for meaning are reduced. Tasks outside the classroom, on the
other hand, are relatively undemanding cognitively and are characterized by
language that either has rich contextuzl clues or is formulaic. The role of
learning strategies, although potentially located in the cognitive cosponent

of this proficiency model, has never been expressly identified.

Other aodels of language coampetence also contain cognitive components but
leave the role of learning strategies ambiguous. For example, Canale and
Swain’s (1980) aodel of cosmunicative competence includes graamatical,
sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic coapetence. In this model, the
strategic component refers to cossmunication strategies, which can be
differentiated from learning strategies by the intent of the strateqy use.
Wong Fillmore and Swain's (1984) amodel of second language competence includes
a cognitive coaponent as well as linguistic and affective components. Unlike
prior conceptual sodels, Wong Fillmore and Swain reserve an iamportant role for
learning strategies in the cognitive component. Learning strategies are said
to be the principal influence on learning a second lanquage for children,
whereas inherent developamental and experiential factors are primarily
responsible for first language learning, in their view. The types of
strategies described by Wong Fillaore and Swain appear to be more global than

those usually described in cognitive psychology, however, and the role they

16
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play with regard to the other model components has not been identified.

While most second language wmodels either fail to acknowledge learning
s;rategies at all or amention them only in passing, Bialystok (1978) inciudes
four categories of learning strategies in her esodel of second language
learning: inferencing, monitoring, formal practicing, and functional
practicing. In this model, learning strategies ure defined as "optimal wmeans
for exploiting available information to improve cospetence in a second
language" (71). The type of strategy used by the learner will depend on the
type of knowledge required for a given task. Bialystok discusses three types
of knowledge: explicit linguistic knowledge, isplicit linguistic knowledge,
and general knowledge of the world. She hypothesizes that inferencing may be
used with isplicit linguistic knowiledge and knowledge of the world.
Monitoring, formal opracticing (such as verbal drills found in a second
language class), and functional practicing {(such as completing a transaction
at a store) contribute both to explicit and isplicit linguistic knowledge.
That 1is, strategies introduced explicitly in a fo?nal setting can contribute
to implicit 1linguistic knowledge and therefore to students’ ability to

comprehend and produce spontaneous language.

Bialystok’'s wmodel can be contrasted to Krashen's Monitor Model (1982), which
does not allow for contributions of explicit linguistic knowledge (learning)
to implicit linguistic knowledge (acquisition). The Monitor Model includes
two types of language processes: “acquisition* and “learning."” *Acquisition"®
is described as occurring in spontaneous language contexts, is subsonscious,
and leads to conversational fluency. “Learning," on the other hand, Krashen

equates with conscious knowledge of the rules of language that is derived from

"7 (]
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formal and traditional instruction in grammsar. The "monitor" is a conscious
process which involves analyzing language production (either oral or written)
for correspondence to learned grammatical rules, which means that it is a
highly deliberate form of processing. In Krashen's view, "learning” does not
lead to "acquisition.” Therefore, the conclusion is inescapable that

conscious use o0f learning strategies to develop language competence has no

role in this model.

McLaughlin, Rossean, and Mcleod (1983) propose an information processing
approach to second language learning. In this theory, the learner is viewed
as an active organizer of incoming information with processing limitations and
capabilities. While motivation is considered to be an important element in
language learning, the learner’s cognitivd system is central to processing.
Thus; the learner is able to store and retrieve information according to the
degree to which the information was processed. Evidence for aspects of the
information processing wsodel comes from studies of language processing and

aemory. - One ieplication of information processing for second language

acquisition is that learners actively impose cognitive schemata on incoaming
data in an effort to organize that data. McLaughlin et al. (1983) proposed
that the learner uses a top-down approach {or knowledge-governed systea) which
makes use of internal schesata as well as a bottom-up approach ior an input-
governed system) which processes external input to achieve automaticity. In
both cases, cognition is involved and the degree of cognitive involvesent
required is set by the task itself. McLaughlin (1987) points out that both
controlled and automatic processing can be either explicit and conscious or
implicit and wunconscious. Processing that occurs very quickly, whether
controlled or automatic, is generally not accessible to conscious thought,

whereas slower processing of either kind is available for conscious sonitoring

1-8 18
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and reflection.

Spolsky (1983) proposes a model of second language acquisition based on
preference rules. In his view, three types of candi&ions apply to second
language learning, one of which is a necessary condition and the other two of
which depend on the learner's preference, which could be cognitive or
affective in origin. A necessary condition is one without which learning

cannot take place. Examples of necessary conditions in second langauge

learning are target language input, sotivation, and practice opportunities. A

second type of condition is a gradient condition, in which the greater the

degree of the condition’s cccurrence, the more learning is 1likely to take
place. An exasple of a gradient condition might be the greater or lesser
degree to which a learner actively seeks oﬁt interactions with native speakers
of the target language, or the greater or lesser degree to which a learner can
fine tune a learning strategy to a specific task. The third type of condition
is one which typically, but not necessarily always, assists learning. An
exasple of a typicality condition might be that risk-taking. OQutgoing
personalities tend to be good language learners as a rule, though in some
cases quiet and reflective learners can be equally or more effective (Saville-
Troike, 1984). This model is useful in accounting for such differences in
strategy use between effective and ineffective learners. Frequency of
strategy use can be seen as a gradient condition in which greater instances of
strategy use are likely to be associated with effective learning. Type of
strategies used can be seen as a typicality condition in which effective
learners typically use particular strategies that assist comprehension and
recall. This wmodel accounts for variability in second language learning

outcomes through differing degrees of or preferences for application of

1-9
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gradient and typicality conditions. In Spolsky's sodel, learning strategies,
while not specifically identified as such, would be part of the capabilities

and prior learning experiences that the learner brings to the task.

In conclusion, second language acquisition theories in which conscious
cognitive processes play an important role are the most useful in identifying
and explaining the role of learning strategies in second language learning.
In the next section we identify the research questions guiding the

Longitudinal Study and its methodology and results.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY OF THE LONGITUDINAL STUDY

Overview

Three major studies comprise “A Study of Learning Strategies in Foreign
Language Instruction." These are: (1) the Descriptive Study (compieted),
where data were gathered by interviewing students in small groups
concerning the learﬁing strategies they use in performing wvarious language
learning tasks; (2) the Longitudinal Study (on-going), where data are being
gathered by interviewing students individually and presenting them with
representative language tasks to perform, during which they “think aloud*;
and (3) the Course Development Study (on-going), where teachers are
identifying promising learning strategies students report using and are

providing their classes with explicit instruction in and opportunities to

practice these learning strategies.

The Descriptive Study was completed during the first year of the project;
results were presented in Chamot, O'Malley, Kipper, & Impink-Hernandez
(1987). The Longitudinal Study is on-going; its methodoiogy is reported in this
chapter and Year 2 results are presented in Chapter III. The Course
Development Study is also on-going. Its methodology and preliminary results

will be presented in subsequent reports.

As previously stated, the Longitudinal Study focuses on the learning of two
languages, Spanish and Russian. The intent of the study has been to follow
students across four semesters of language study (Spring 1986, Fall 1986,

Spring 1987, and Fall 1987). Once a semester, students meet individually with
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an interviewer who presents them with representative language tasks to
perform. The studenté are asked to “think aloud" as they work to a
solution. Each sub-study (Russian and Spanish) has followed the same basic
procedures in terms of selecting and training the students, and similar
questions are asked during data collection. Differences between the sub-

studies will be noted where relevant.

Subjects

At the beginning of the Descriptive Study, teachers were asked to classify
their students as being effective, average, or ineffective language learners.
Those students designated as effective and ineffective were invited to
participate in ;he longitudinal sessions. Exhibit II-1 shows the number of
effective and ineffective students available in each language group, as well as

the number from whom Spring 1986 think aloud data were actually collected.

Spring 1986 marked the first longitudinal session and the largest group of
students to cooperate iﬁ the study. For this reason, comparisons between
effective and ineffective students will be made using the Spring 1986 data (see
Chapter III). Subsequent semesters show attrition shrinking the number of
students available to participate; Exhibit 1I-2 presents the number of effective
and ineffective students who participated in the think aloud session one year
later (Spring 1987), and a categorization of why students dropped out of the
study (i.e., they graduated).

In both sub-studies, participation was strictly voluntary. However, the

university Russian students completed the think alouds in their free time,
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EXHIBIT 11-2

Number of Effective and Ineffective Students
Completing Think Aloud Sessions
in Spring 1986 and Spring 1987

Language Effective Ineffective Total
Group Sp86  Sp87 SpB86  Sp87 Sp86  Sp87
| Spanish 1 15 10 6 3 21 13

Spanish 3 8 S 4 1 12 6

Spanish 5 4 ] ] o 7 3

TOTAL,

SPANISH 27 17 13 4 40 22

Russian 1 6 4 2 0 8 4

Russian 3/4 2 2 3 o S 2

TOTAL, 8 6 S 0 13 6

RUSSIAN

Reasons for Attrition

Language ® of Dropped  Not good

Group Students Graduated study at TA Transferred Other  Unknown

Spanish 1 Effective S - - 1 - 1
ineffective 3 - - - - -

Spanish 3 Effective 3 1 1 1 - - -
Ineffective 3 1 2 - - - -

Spanish S Effective 1 1 - - - - -
ineffective 3 2 1 - - - -

Russisn 1 Effective ] 1 - - 1 -
Ineffoctive 1 - 1 - - - -

Russian 3 Effective 0] - - - - - -
Insffective 3 1 1 - 1 - -

TOTALS Effective 12 4 1 2 1 2 3
neffective 13 4 8 0 1 0 0

Q 11-4 20
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while the Spanish students completed the interviews during their normal

class period, instead of attending class.

Instruments
The instruments used in the two sub-studies were quite different, so they

will be discussed separately.

The Spanish Instruments. Five basic instruments were used to collect data
from the high school students studying Spanish: two proficiency tests; and

three student workbooks and interviewer guides.

Spanish Proficiency Tests. Two proficiency tests {(each with an
alternate, equivalent form) were developed in order to collect information
regarding each student's proficiency in the language. The test was first
administered in Spring 1986, the starting point of the Longitudinal Study. The
first proficiency test (Level 1-3) was used with those students who began the
study enrolled in Spanish 1. The second (Level 3-5) was used with those
étudents who began the study enrolled in Spanish 3 and 5. The material
included in each test was designed to increase in difficulty so that items
initially beyond a student would be within his capability by the time the
Longitudinal Study was completed and the test was administered again. In

this way, increases in student proficiency over time could be captured.

It was originally planned that students would take the proficiency test every
semester, but classroom and scheduling constraints made this impossible. As
a result, the test was administered only twice, once in Spring 1986 and again

in Spring 1987. (Results of the proficiency testing are provided in Chapter III.)

'||-52~
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As mentioned above, an alternate form of each test was developed sc that
students would not have to take the same test repeatedly. The alternate
form (Form B) of both proficiency tests was designed to be equivalent in
difficulty to Form A. Both forms addressed the same concepts and points of
knowledge a student of Spanish in the participating.school would typically be
required to learn. Each test at each level (Level 1-3 and Lewvel 3-5) had the
following sub-parts: grammar, reading, fill-in-the-blank (cloze), listening,
and a dictation. All sub-parts except the cloze section were multiple-choice,
providing the students with four options from which to choose. Each test
took roughly 45 minutes to administer and came with a Test Administrator's
Guide. Students worked from a test booklet and marked their answers on a

separate Student Answér Sheet.

Spanish Interviewer Guides and Student Workbooks.  These
instruments were designed to elicit "think aloud" information from students
on the mental processes they used during performance of a Spanish language
learning task. The student's task was to perform the language learning
activity and to report aloud what went through his or her mind while
working with the materials. Three separate interviewer guides and student
workbooks (Spanish 1, 3, and 5) were developed for each semester's data
collection. Students received the workbook targeted especially for the level of
Spanish they were studying. Each workbook contained separate language
learning activities designed to match the curriculum of the high school
involved in the study. The companion Interviewer Guide provided the
interviewer with a script with which to introduce each activity, copies of
what. the student received in his or her workbook, and probing questions the

interviewer was expected to ask to gather data from the student. The
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probing questions were the same, regardless of the level of the student (i.e.,

What are you thinking? or How did you figure that out?).

In Spring 1986, students were presented with the following five activities:

(1) Fill-in-the-blank (5 sentences missing a word of vocabulary
emphasized at the student's particular level - the family for
Spanish 1, going to the doctor for Spanish 3, and the post
office for Spanish 5);

(2) Writing in Spanish (for Spanish 1, writing 3-5 sentences
about a family tree provided in their workbook; for Spanish
3 and 5, writing a paragraph about a picture);

(3) Speaking in Spanish (for Spanish 1, speaking about the
student's own family; for Spanish 3, speaking about an
interesting trip; for Spanish 5§, role playing mailing a
package);

(4) Listening (for Spanish 1, a 9-line dialogue; for Spanish 3, an
extended monologue; for Spanish 5, a narrative story); and

(5) Reading and Grammar Cloze (a different cloze passage for all
levels, appropriate in difficulty to the level of the student).

The five Spring 1986 activities were designed to take approximately 50
minutes to complete, the length of one class period. Howewver, the data
yielded were so complicated and multi-faceted that it was decided that more
time was needed for each activity. Therefore, workbooks developed for
subsequent semesters contained only four activities: reading (without cloze),

listening, writing, and reading cloze.

Russian Instruments Five basic instruments were used to colliect data from
the university students studying Russian: two reading proficiency tests and

three student workbooks and interviewer guides.

Russian Reading Proficiency Tests. Two reading proficiency tests (each

with an alternate, equivalent form) were developed in order to collect
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information regarding each student's reading proficiency in the language.

The tests were first administered in Spring 1986, the starting point of the
Longitudinal Study. The first proficiency test was intended for use with
those students enrolled in Russian 1 and contained 23 items; the secoqd was
intended for those enrolled in Russian 3 and 4 and contained 22 items. The
tests were specitically designed to determine proficiency as described in the
ACTFL proficiency guidelines (see Appendix A). Test 1 contained items ranging
from O-level proficiency to 2-level proficiency. Test 2 contained items
ranging from l-level proficiency to 3-level proficiency. The goals of the
university program are that graduates of the Russian program should
achieve at least a 2-level proficiency in reading. In keeping with the goals of
the program (giving the student functional proficiency in Russian), all items
on these tests were developed around authentic Russian materials (excerpts

from Russian newspapers and other publications).

As mentioned above, an alternate form of each test was developed so that
students would not have to take the same test in each year of the
Longitudinil Study. Due to scheduling constraints, however, the tests were
only administered twice, once in Spring 1986 and again in Spring 1987. The
alternate forms (Form B) of both reading tests contained items testing at the
same difficulty level of the ACTFL scale. All items were multiple choice,
providing students with four options from which to choos®. and were stated
in English. Students were given 30 minutes to complete the test designated
for their class level, they worked from a test booklet and marked their

answers on a separate Student Answer Sheet.

IO
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Russian Interviewer Guides and Student Workbooks. Three separate

interviewer guides and student workbooks (Russian 1, 3, and 4) were
developed for each semester's data collection. As in the Spanish study, these
instruments were designed to elicit “think aloud" information from students
on the mental processes they used during performance of language learning
tasks. The student's task was to perform the language learning activity and

to report aloud what went through his or her mind while working with the

materials.

Students received the workbook targeted for the level of Russian they were

studying. Each workbook contained a variety of language learning activities
such as grammar, fill in the blank, listening, reading, and writing. The
companion Interviewer Guide provided the interviewer with a script from
which to introduce each activity, copies of what the student received in his
or her workbook, and probing questions the interviewer was expected to ask
to gather data from the student. The probing questions were the same,
regardless of the level of the student (i.e., “Were there any words you didn't

understand? Could you figure them out? How did you figure them out?").

The activities presented to the Russian students in Spring 1986 were:

(1) Grammar (2 skeleton sentences presenting subject, verb in
its infinitive form, and any direct or indirect objects. The
student had to form these “dehydrated" sentences into
complete sentences);

(2) Fill in the Blank (2 sentences where a certain aspect of the
sentence was missing, four options were presented below and
the student had to choose which option would appropriately
complete the sentence);

(3) Listening: Monologye (for Russian 1, a monologue about the

Pushkin Russian Language Institute; for Russian 3 and 4, a
summary of an interview with a famous Russian actress),
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(4) Listening: Dialogue (for Russian 1, an excerpt entitled "Eva
meets Claus' friends"; for Russian 3 and 4, an excerpt from a

story by Korneichuk);

(5) Writing (the same for ail levels; students were given a list of
10 topics from which to choose);

(6) Speaking (used only for Russian 3 and 5 students; topic was
a role play where student was interviewed on Radio Moscow
as an American studying in the Soviet Union); and
(7) Reading (used only as an optional activity for Russian 1
students; Russian § students received 2 separate reading
passages, one that corresponded to their lewvel and a second
that was purposefully beyond their level).
The Spring 1986 workbooks contained more activities than most students
could complete within the hour allotted for the Think Aloud Sessions. The
optional activities (such as reading for Russian 1 students) were included at
the end of the workbook, in the event that some students were able to
rapidly complete prior activities. As with the Spanish study, data collection

in subsequent semesters limited the number of activities in a think aloud

session, so that more time could be given to each activity.

Procedures

Procedures were divided into two stages: student training and actual data

coilection.

Student Training. Because data were to be collected by asking student to
"think aloud" about how they performed wvarious language learning tasks, it
was essential to give students: (a) a good understanding of what “think
aloud" meant, and (b) extensive practice in “think aloud" prior to actual data
collection. An hour-long training session was designed to train both Russian
and Spanish students in the think aloud technique; all students participating
in the study received this training in Spring 1986. Complete details of the

31
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session are provided in the study's First Year Report (Chamot, 0‘Malley,

Kiipper, & Impink-Hernandez, 1987).

The training sessions with the Russian students ended with students making
appointments to participate in a data collection session. Students in the
Spanish study were to be drawn from class at the teacher's discretion,

scheduling appointments was not necessary.

Data Collection Sessions. Data collection sessions were conducted with
students individually and were tape recorded for ease of later analysis.
Sessionis in the Spanish study were roughly 50 minutes long. The Russian
think aloud sessions averaged from one hour in length to one and a half

hours. A typical data coliection session contained three stages: warm-up,

transition, and verbal report. Each step is described below.

¢ Warm-up The warm-up was designed to break the ice
between student and interviewer, as well as to gather
general background data about the student (i.e., whether the
student had ever studied another foreign language). The
warm-up took only 2-3 minutes.

¢ Transition. The transition stage of each session was designed
to reacquaint the student with the think aloud technique and
to give him or her an opportunity to practice it prior to
working with the target language materials. The transition
typically involved a math or logic problem stated in English.
The student read the problem and “thought aloud* while
working to its solution. The interviewer then asked the
student to ewvaluate his or her own think aloud for
completeness. In other words, did the student feel that what
they had said aloud captured the thoughts they had had
while solving the problem?

e Verbal Report Stage. Once the student had had the
opportunity to practice thinking aloud, actual work with
target language materials began. Students were guided
through the workbook activitiecs by the interviewer and
encouraged to relate what they were thinking as they
engaged themselves with the materials. General probing
questions were: "What are you thinking? Were there words
you didn't know?" There were also probing questions
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specific to certain activities, such as “Are you listening word

by word or to groups of words or to whole sentences?" for

the listening activities. Interviewers were alert to nonverbal

student behaviors such as looking back over work. These

behaviors elicited specific probes, such as “I see you're

checking your work. What are you looking for?"
Because students in the Spanish study were taken from class in order to
complete a think aloud session, there was little incidence of students backing
out of the study. However, because participation in the Russian studv
required students to use their free time to complete a think aloud session,
there were more incidences of missed appointments and student withdrawal.
Exhibit II-1 shows the number of students awvailable to participate in the

Spring 1986 sessions and the actual number who did. ZExhibit II-2 shows the

number of students who participated in the Spring 1987 data collection as

well,

Data Analysis Plan

The data analysis plan initially proposed was similar to that used with
interviews in a prior ESL study conducted by O'Malley et al. (1985a). In that
study, each data collection session was tape recorded for ease of later
analysis, which involved listening to the tapes and extracting incidences of

strategy use described by students. Verbatim transcripts were not

necessary.

However, the think aloud data generated by students in the present study
was so complex and subtle that the original abbreviated method of extracting
incidences of strategy use was not possible. Instead, verbatim transcripts of
the data collection sessions were made, excluding only those comments made

by either the student or the interviewer that were not directly relevant to

33
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the task at hand. These comments, many of which were conversational in

nature, were merely summarized on the transcript (i.e., “student talked

about how he learns vocabulary").

Because of the ad&itional time required to prepare and analyze wverbatim
transcripts, only selected activities at each level of language study were
analyzed. Decisions were made based upon interviewer and transcriber
impression as to the richness of the emerging data. For example, Spanish 1!
students were asked to listen to a short dialogue between two friends.
Although the passage had not been dewveloped to be excessively difficult, even
the most effective students understood very little of it. A decision was made,
then, not to analyze the listening data at the Spanish 1 lewvel because it
seemed to consist largely of "I didn't undersfand any of that." The converse
was true at the Spanish 5 data, where the students were so proficient at
listening that the passage was too simple. Students had little to say about
the strategies they used to understand, so the decision was made not to
analyze these data either. Attention was directed instead to activities such
as reading and writing, where the think alouds showed complex strategies in
use. Exhibit II-3 lists the activities for which data analysis was conducted

for each level of study for both Spanish and Russian students.

Developing an Approach to Coding. Selected activities in the wverbatim

transcripts were coded for incidences of strategy use by students. As a basis

for coding, the three members of the research team independently coded one

“test" transcript from a Spanish 3 student, then compared and discussed the

results of their coding. Although agreement as to how the student's think

aloud reflected strategy use was quite high, there were also many areas
=13 -
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EXHIBITII-3
Spring 1986 Think Aloud Activities That Were Analyzed

Language
Group Activities That Were Analyzed

Spanish 1 Vocabulary (of the Family)
Writing (about the Family Tree)
Reading/Grammar Cloze (A Typical Day)

Spanish 3 Listening  (Manologue about a Miner)
writing  (about a busy city street intersection)
Reading/Grammar Cloze (Juanita's Trip to Madrid)

Spanish 5 writing (about a busy city street intersection)
Reading/Grammar Cloze (Los desaparecidos)

Russisn 1 Dehydrated Sentences
' (Victor doesn't speak Russian poorly...)
(Boris corresponds with these girls...)
Listening
(Monologue: Pushkin Institute)
{Dislogue: Eva mweets Claus’ Friends)
writing (on a choice of topics)

r-
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where extensive discussion was needed in order to clarify the working

definitions of the strategies.

This initial review of a think aloud protocol revealed, too, that the data
required predominately qualitative rather than quantitative treatment. As
will be seen repeatedly throughout this report, the incidence of a strategy use
may not be nearly so important as how the strategy is used. Further,
although each interwview followed the structure and order of the workbook
designed for data collection, each student reacted in unique ways to the
language stimuli and to the interview situation itself. @ This is particularly
true for the Russian students who participated in the interviews during
their free time, as a result, academic and social demands at the tirmne of the
interview often influenced their performancé. When these students were
relatively free of competing time demands, they generally spent more than
an hour in the interview session, working slowly and meticulously through
the wvarious tasks. But when these students were plagued by other
commitments, their level of task engagement declined. Another example of
external factors impacting upon the interview situation is one Russian
student who was interviewed just after failing a Russian test. Her level of
concentration throughout the interview was understandably low, although
she did not want to reschedule. Thus, such uncontrollable influences of

context yifelded Russian data that could be compared across interviews only

with great caution.
Another factor which discouraged using a predominantly quantitative

approach to analyzing the Russian data in particular was that the nature of
coursework offered bv the university made comparisons between effective
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and ineffective students difficult. The university offers two Russian
language programs, one of which is highly intensive. In the intensive
program, classes meet four days each week for two hours each da’y. Upon
completing the first year of the intensive program, students move to an
intensive “level three" program. In the other “regular“ program, students
meet only one hour per day and, upon completion of two semesters of study,
move to a non-intensive, “level two" ﬁrogram. The sample of students
includes small numbers of participants in both types of programs. Thus, the
subsample of students, for example, in the second semester of Russian study
includes both students enrolled in the intensive and non-intensive programs.
Ranking these students as more or less effective in language learning, as
compared with each other, must be handled carefully given that only
students judged to be relatively effective learners are allowed to continue in
the intensive program and that intensive students' exposure to Russian study

doubles that of non-intensive students in their first year in the university

programs.

The strongest justification, however, for using a predominately gqualitative
approach to data analysis comes from the data itself. The transcripts
produced extremely rich and multi-faceted data of a somewhat unexpected

nature. Categories of analysis developed during the Descriptive Study

(reported in Chamot et al., 1987) were inadequate to capture the extent of
variation in applying task performance strategies to activities undertaken by
subjects in the interviews. The descriptive study categories of analysis were
developed from retrospective, self-reports of techniques used to perform
tasks in foreign language study. In contrast, the think aloud protocols

produced data that reflected what subjects actually did while processing




language tasks. Analytic categories appropriate for the retrospective data

were not sufficiently detailed to capture performance data.

Therefore, a collaborative and qualitative coding approach evolved as a means
of dealing with and resolving some of the very intricate problems of
analyzing such complicated data. Each member of the research team coded
transcripts individually, marking sections where applications of strategies
were particularly involved for later, joint discussion. Coding consisted of
underlining the key phrases in the students' think aloud trans;:ripts that
indicated use of a strategy, and writing the strategy name alongside the text.
This method is illustrated in Exhibit 1I-4, which presents a portion of one

transcript and the coding it received.

Frequent meetings to discuss coding difficulties and discoveries served to
make the coding as consistent as possible across transcripts and sub-studies.
Interestingly, although each coder worked initially in isolation, the types of
problems and interesting strategy applications that each marked for later
discussion tended to be similar in nature, leading to fresh insights into how
students actually use strategies when working with the foreign language, as

well as the nature of the strategies themselves.
Following are the revised categories of analysis used to code the think aloud

transcript data. Examples of data excerpts and explanations of modifications

to the original categories are included where appropriate.
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EXHIBITH -4
Method of Coding Student Think Aloud Trenscripts

Student is beginning to write the first sentence in her paragraph, working from a picturs of a crowded
hotel lobby. She has aiready brisfly analyzed the picture for what she knows in Spanish snd has
decided that she is going to write sbout the man on the phone .

st:  #in.can just make up a story? 1t can be as crazy s | want it o e 1&) Q) (rekd

int:  Absolutely. Ib 1) lav (7LD

St:  Hm. Mister_.hm. (simost insudibly, to self){] forget Spanish last S-vald
names. Mister..hm.. Elab (acad)

int:  What ars you thinking? 1) Bl (wWeld)

St: _I was trying to think of people that | know that are Spanish snd that 18) Plan (PL)
have last :iames. (pause) : Sefior Cardenss.

int:  After Sefiora Cardenss? (a Spanish uoch:Zt the stydent's school”)

St:  Yesh. (lsughs) That's who | was thinking of. Hm [falks on the
telephone... (writes “Sefior Cardenas llame por teléfono.”)

inl:  (observing student finishing sentence) Was that hard or did it come
natursily? 26 2b 2y bavo (67)

St: It came naturaily. Hm..( He is talking to... (writing){ 1 think - is this Plan (L)
right? 1 dont know,_ b) fv (PL)

Int:  (rvading what student has written) Esti llamando... évzx"tj‘m@

St:  To.. (writes s") ) 4 - it

Int: ({buding) A... what did you just think ther¢? You took a iggg time. Dedtbiin

St: lCoslwntryingtoU\irtiflhodtohM 'l'ornot.(ﬁg,‘n;p d E\MoC
Oruql's' slways "you have to have the/personal 's’, you have to have 6)) . Mﬁd)
it, you have to have it.” She yslls st us when we dont. Hn(..te:his... Mwm
wife (finishes writing sentence). Qa.io ( &Cw)

Int: Voumr&on'tmmmll . What was the problem? 'P)ée—\ﬂ-f-«

St:  Yesh.[If | was saying, like, “he is taking to." Right now. If | was %} Ploua (PLY
doing thet right. But wall, Iike, the present, the pest, the futurs, snd Blab (reative)
the present participle. And she always. he is. he is like talking with
soineons or he is studying or something, so | figure, must be

Int:  And esn0se - you just knew it?

St: Yesh.[) s just. lke. trying to think of who ha could be talking Lo.

Trying to get somebody in my mind.
* Nares of the teachers heve been chenged. (502218, Spring 1987 Writing Think Aloud)
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Cat . { Analvsis: 1 ing Strategi i Their Definiti
METACOGNITIVE CATEGORIES

" Metacognitive strategies involve thinking about the learning process,

planning for learning, monitoring the learning task, and evaluating how well
one has learned.

1. Planning: Previewing the organizing concept or principle of an
anticipated language task; proposing strategies for handling an upcoming
task; generating a plan for the parts, sequence, main ideas, or language
functions to be used in handling a task.

This category collapses the previous categories of Advance Organization and
Qrganizational Planning, which had been applied exclusively the

comprehension and production tasks, respectively. The think aloud data

revealed that students use both general and specific types of planning
strategies for both comprehension and production tasks. In listening tasks,
for example, some students would first seek a general sense of the topic they
would be hearing about, then would generate phrases, words, and ideas

associated with the topic that were likely to be included in the upcoming

passage.

For instance, one Russian student (#01), enrolled in the first year intensive

program, began preparing to listen to a passage about the Pushkin Language

Institute as follows:

[Reading the introduction and questions] Who studies at the
institute? Where do the students live? Um...OK, OK, 1 just
thought, where do the students live? The thing that came into
my head was obshchezhitie. [Student starts noting vocabulary
items in workbook.] Ok, now matemati-, I'm just thinking of
things like that. ([Student notes title.] OK, Pushkin LANGUAGE
Institute? So it's gonna be easy, yazjk, whatever ...

This student's preparation inclﬁdes both general preview, gaining a sense of
the topic, and a specific generation of language that could occur in the

upcoming passage.
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In the same way, productive tasks, like writing, reveal uses of both general

and specific planning strategies. Students planned their approaches to

writing (planning to compose) (e.g., ... just make myself a little outline of
what I'm gonna talk about, you know...", Rusi¥2), the general content of

their essays (planning at the discourse level) in terms of what they hoped to
accomplish (to do) (e.g., "I would want to get into the philosophy of what the
play was about... ", Rusi¥3) and what they would say (to say) (e.g., "Um,
we've been working a lot with getting tickets, ah, I could use the fact that,
uh, didn't have a ticket, I can write about that", Rusi¥3). In writing,
students also planned at a more specific level, sentence by sentence (e.g.,

“I'm just trying to think of a good way to start it. I'm thinking if I should

say u menya how many brothers and sisters... , Rusi¥1).
2. Directed Attention: Deciding to attend (or attending) in general to a

learning task and to ignore irrelevant distractors.

Previously, this strategy was limited to pre-task enactment. The think aloud
data revealed that students occasionally, consciously, force themselves to pay
attention to a task in progress. As an example, presented below are one

Russian student's pre-task and “on-line" decisions to direct his attention to a
listening activity:

PRE-TASK:

Int: Are you thinking about anything in particular?
St: I'm telling myself to be sure to listen to, you know, the words.

DISCUSSION OF "ON-LINE" TASK:

St: ...what | was focusing on Pushkin Institute and what goes on
there, and I think I understood, you know, I just, mentally, kept
my mind about it. (Rusl¥*e)

D,
s
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3. Selective Attention: Deciding to attend (or attending) to specific aspects of
language input or situational details that assist performance of a task.
Again, the notion of “deciding in advance" has been deleted from the definition
of selective attention. In listening, students would decide in adwvance to listen
for specific words, content, or grammar points, and then, in fact, attend to
those selected features while the passage was playing.
PRE-TASK:

St: So I'm going to listen to how many speakers there are gonna
be...

DISCUSSION OF "ONLINE" TASK:

St: The voices, you know, I'm milling through which wvoice
belonged to which character, more or less, and, um, I didn't
try to get every single word...

4. Self-management: Understanding the conditions that help one success-
fully accomplish language tasks and arranging for the presence of those
conditions, controlling one’'s language performance to make maximum

use of what is already known.
An example of self-management, occurring frequently among both the
Russian and Spanish students as they wrote, is when a student deliberately
uses only words and phrases in his or her active vocabulary and avoids the
use of dictionaries for translation purposes. Another example of the way a
student might use self-management is: "I'll write about the guys playing the

radio first, cos that's most familiar* (Sp3#09).

9. Self-monitoring: Checking, verifying, or correcting one's comprehension
or performance in the course of a language task.

This category has been modified to account:

(a) for what students are monitoring, ie., comprehension in
listening and reading tasks, and for their language production
and stvie and piaps in writing; and their choice of strategies
for doing a task (Rusi®7, in writing refers to a textbook
(resourcing) and exclaims, “Oh, this isn‘'t helping me at all...
well, I'll just stick with that...");

N
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(b) for their styles of monitoring - students monitor visually

("Now that doesn't look right", Rusi*1) and auditorjally ("Yeah,
I guess that sounds right, okay", Rusl¥1),

(c) for their level of concern in monitoring - word, phrase, or

sentence levels; and

(d) of acts previously undertaken or possibilities considered
(double check) (while listening, “All right, I just, at first,
assumed, 1 guess, that he teaches there and then I all of a
sudden remembered the uchitsya or some form of uchit'sya
and I thought, so, no, he studies there... ", Rusi*4).

Previous research (O'Malley et al., 1986) showed that seif-monitoring
strategies discriminate between effective and ineffective language learners.
As will be discussed later, the fact of self-monitoring may not be as

important as the type of monitoring employed by more and less effective

students with respect to various tasks.

$. Problem Identification. Explicitly identifying the central point needing
resolution in a task, or identifying an aspect of the task that hinders
successful accomplishment of that task.

This is a new coding category of an exploratory nature. While recognizing its

importance, we postpone discussion of problem identification until further

data analysis is conducted.

7. Self-evalyation: Checking the outcomes of one‘s own language
performance against an internal measure of completeness and accuracy;

checking one's language repertoire, strategy use or ability to perform
the task at hand.

This category has been broadened from the original "checking one's work"
type of seif-evaluation to account for other ways in which students also

evaluate themselves. These include evaluation of:

(2) production, as when students finish the task at hand and return to
check their work;

o
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(b) performance, as when students finish the task at hand and offer
judgments about how they felt they did (“I'm surprised I got stuck on
. some verbs", Sp3#02),

| (c) ability, as in "I'm the worst ‘with verbs" (Sp3*08) or "See, we
| haven't learned the irregulars... I still think I can guess, though"
(Sp3#*03),

(d) their strategy use, as in “I should have read through the whole
sentence, and I didn't" (Sp3#01); and

(e) language repertoire, operating at the word, phrase, sentence, or
concept level, as in "I don't know the subjunctive of poder" (Sp3#*05).
One particular type of self-evaluative comment was not coded as self-
evaluation, but rather as glaboration/self-evaluation (and tallied as
elaboration). This type of remark seemed to be more a casual self-
observation or expression of emotion than a seriously intended self-
evaluation, as in these examples from the writing activity, “See, I always get

screwed up with sem'ya, plural... " (Rusi*#7) and “This is awfull" (Sp3#06).

COGNITIVE STRATIEGIES
Cognitive strategies involve interacting with the material to be learned,

manipulating the material mentally or physically, or applying a specific
technique to a learning task.

L Repetition: Repeating a chunk of language (a word or phrase) in the
course of performing a language task.

The simplest form of repetition seen in the think aloud data was when the

interviewer supplied the student with a missing word and the student

repeated it. Certain students were also observed to use repetition in
conjunction with rescurcing, monitoring and, occasionally, planning. With
resourcing and planning, the repetition behaviors appeared to act largely as
techniques for holding a thought in mind, while accomplishing some other
activity. With monitoring, the repetition appeared to be an integral part of

sorting through linguistic accuracies, by playing the language sequence off an

4’
2
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ear." For instance, Rusi¥1, writing: “OK, so uchutsya, uchut-sya. Um. V
institute. Right? Yeah. We're at school. Right. Institut-e, v institute, My s
bratom uchutsya v institute. Okay."

2. Rehearsal: Rehearsing language presumed to be needed for a task, with
attention to meaning.

3. Resourcing: Using available reference sources of information about the
target language, including dictionaries, textbooks, and prior work of the
student.

4. Grouping: Ordering, classifying, or labelling material used in a language

task based on common attributes.

This category had previously been conceptualized as an activity students
engaged in while Jearning (i.e., upon hearing -that the root of querer in the
preterite is “quis-", this Spanish 3 student (#01) remarks, “Oh, so it is like
quisiera"). The think aloud data clearly revealed that grouping functions at
the time of recall as well, as in this student trying to think of the word
prima {cousin): “It's like grab one and say, that doesn't sound right, say
well maybe that means something like father and then put it away and get
another one and say, this one means mother, so that's not it either. You've
got a big group of words from the page and I just visualize the page and the
words on it. I think it begins with a P" (Spi#14). It is unclear at this point
whether this type of cognitive processing repree ats the strategy of grouping
being applied or evidence that the strategy was effectively applied at an

earlier moment in time.

S. Note-taking: Writing down key words and concepts in abbreviated

verbal, graphic, or numerical form to assist performance of a language
task.

-
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6.

Deduction/Induction: Consciously applying learned or self-developed
rules to produce or understand the target language.

7. Substitution: Selecting alternative approaches, revised plans, or
different words or phrases to accomplish a language task, as in Rusi¥7,
writing, “I don't know the word for lobby, so I'll use zal."

8. Contextualization: Placing a word or phrase in a meaningful language
sequence.

e

Elaboration: Relating new information to prior knowledge, relating
different parts of new information to each other; making meaningful
personal associations to information presented.

Elaboration has emerged through prior research (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986;
O'Malley et al., 1986) and in the present data as an important area for
exploration, with many forms of realization. The current data show that
elaboration co-occurs with previously discrete coding categories, most
notably:

(a) Imagery (e.g., "And I was picturing in my mind Moscow University,
you know, one of the seven sisters. One of those ugly seven sisters buildings.
So I had a visual context of where Moscow State, but you see, that's not even
the same thing, really ... ", Rusi*2, while listening);

(b) Inferencing (e.g., Rusl*l, grammar: [looking in dictionary] “OK
Prinyat' [...] Ah, to receive maybe, ah, to take, yeah, to take medication,
but kKotorij prinyat, oh. Boris perepisivat', Boris is, I got to translate this so
I can understand what I'm saying. Boris is, um, corresponding with these
girls who something at the medetsinskij institute, where are we? It's not
here, is it [in dictionary]? It's take or something like that, or are admitted
to, are enrolled in? Yeah, enrolled in. [Int: How did that come to you?] I,
it's the only thing. I just thought about what it could be and that's about the
only thing it could be.");
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() Transfei (e.g., Sp3*05, while writing: “Now: If I were ohe of the
robbers, si estis, I guess this'd have to be preterite... in French, it'd probably
be conditional, but I don't know conditional in Spanish."),

(d) Auditory Representation (e.g., "...it was just this split second, going
back to that stage and remembering where in that setting I had ever heard

this verb", Rusl¥*3, during grammar activity).

Elaboration also occurs in a number of forms, among them:

(a) Personal: drawing upon prior non-academic experiences or feelings.
Frequently, this form of elaboration is emotional, e.g., WOW! or ARGH! and
can take negative forms (e.g., Rusi*#7, prior to writing: “I hate writing!"),

(b) World: drawing from previous academic experience (Rusl*3, writing:
“..we've been working a lot with getting tickets") or non-academic
knowledge of the world (Sp1#*16, filling in the blank about Juan's typical day:
"...a typical day...I don't know, if it's summer, you don't have to go to
school");

(c) Between Parts of a given task (e.g., Spl*15, working on the cloze:
“We do sornething juntos to the ... to the house, I don't kﬁow. [Int: How did
you figure that out?] Cos I looked over here and it said their mother doesn't
permit themn to watch TV... I just glanced at it real quick and I just figured
they must go home at 3."),

(d) by Questioning: realized most frequently in listening, but also in
writing and cloze, students brainstorm possible solutions to a given language
problem (Rusl®3, listening: *“I mean, if you're gonna introduce me to a
friend, what is the first thing you think to do? What's their name, where
do théy live, what do they do?"),
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(e) -eV. jve: discovered in analyzing writing data, students
realize that they “"should" know, or passively recognize some word, phrase,
or concept in the ;arget language and cannot use actively at the time of
working through the task (e.g., Rusi*7, writing: “See, I always get screwed
up with sem'ya, plural...“; and

(f) Creative: also discovered in analyzed writing data, and appearing
only infrequently in listening and cloze, students “invent" a perspective,
pulling from their own creativity, such as the student who asks, before
beginning writing, "Can I just give him [the policeman in the picture] a

name?" and then picks the name Alberto because “it just came into my head"

(Sp3*03).

In the findings to be presented in Chapter III, the coding 6f elaboration by
subcategory is not always consistent, given the difficuity in teasing apart the
threads that weave together to form "prior knowledge." However, the very
fact that such categories have been identified and can be used to
differentially characterize student behaviors in working through the tasks
suggests that the subcategories are worthy of further exploration.

10. Summarization: Making a mental or written summary of language and

information presented in a task.

This definition provides for behaviors where students maintain an ongoing
iteration of information received or produced in the course of a language
task. In listening, most frequently, the Russian students would verbalize
chunks of language they heard as the passage was playing, a sumimarization
strategy combined with monitoring for comprehensgion. In writing, both
Russian and Spanish students tended to re-read some portion of text they had

written, often in conjunction with planning the next part. Although these
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reiterations were rarely verbatim of the previously processed text, the

strategy of trapslation appears to be closely associated with summarization.

I1. Translation: Rendering ideas from one language to another in a
relatively verbatim manner.
Translation proved a very problemmatic strategy to code in the transcripts.
For one, the interviews were in English, and most of the students spoke
English as their mother tongue, so it was difficult to know with certainty
whether the student vvas not translating but simply choosing to speak in
English or actually translating the material he or she was working with. For
a student behavior to be coded as translation, fhen, he or she had to be
moving between languages “in a relatively wverbatim manner." This
definition assists in distinguishing the somewhat elaborative qualities of

summarization (see above) from the act of seeking thought equivalents across

languages.

It should be noted that coding of this strategy in the Russian study often
differed from how it was coded in the Spanish study, and in many regards
reflects the way in which the two programs of study vary. Most of the
students in Russian would actively avoid translation in performing tasks,
although they would occasionally use dictionaries or request information
from the researcher to find word equivalencies across languages. Only these
instances have been coded in the Russian Study as iranslation. The language
rendering of the Spanish students, on the other hand, appeared nearly
verbatim and so the results presented in the next chapter indicate that the
Spanish students appear to rely heavily upon translation. Most students
agreed that they did. But the translation figures reported in the tables for
the Spanish students may very well be overly inflated, given the difficulty in
43
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reliably and consistently distinguishing translation from summarization in

an interview being conducted in English.

12. Transfer: Using previously acquired linguistic knowledge to facilitate a
language task.

This strategy was most frequently associated with cognates and/or syntactic
structures. It should be noted that most of the Russian subjects had native
or high levels of proficiency in languages other than English and Russian.
. Using iransfer strategies, they most frequently tap languages other than
English to assist in Russian comprehension or production. Some of the
Spanish students did this too, referring to French or Latin they had studied,
or to English, but these students, generally speaking, had not had nearly as
much exposure to other languages as the Russian subjects.

13. Inferencing: Using awvailable information: to guess the meanings or

usage of unfamiliar language iterns associated with a language task; to
predict outcomes; or to fill in missing information.

SOCIAL AFFECTIVE STRATEGIES

L. Questioning for Clarification: Asking for explanation, rephrasing,
examples or verification.

Previously, the definition of this strategy was limited to queries a student
might ask about the target language. The think aloud data showed that
students also ask for clarification/verification about the Task. An additional,
exploratory category of Questioning for Clarification is Questions to the Self.
This behavior is frequently associated with self-monitoring and at present is

used merely to capture whether a student occasionally thinks in the form of
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a question. Two examples of this are: Sp3#0i (whi_le writing, examining the
picture), “I'm thinking, is that a mailbox or construction?” and Spl*06, “El
nombre... now I'm thinking, what is nombre? Oh, name."

2. Self-talk: Reducing anxiety by using mental techniques that make one
feel competent to do that language task.

As data analysis proceed, further discoveries are being made regarding the
characteristics, variations, and parameters of how students use the above
Strategies. Findings presented in Chapter III reflect unique types of learner
behaviors identified to date and, as such, should be interpreted as suggestive

of fruitful areas for further investigation of the data.
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CHAPTER III. RESULTS OF THE LONGITUDINAL STUDY

This chapter presents results from analyses of the data collected in the think
aloud sessions with students of Russian and of Spanish. Given the wvolume of
data analyzed, findings are presented in four sections, as follows:

(a} results of the Russian study, specificelly: comparisons of how
more effective and less effective students used the various
learner strategies in the Spring 86 think alouds, followed by
longitudinal comparisons of the strategy use of one more
effective and one less effective student in Spring 8¢ and Spring
87,

(b} results of the Spanish study, focusing upon how effective and
ineffective students used learner strategies in the Spring 8¢
think alouds;

(¢} longitudinal results of the Spanish study, comparing how
effective students used learner strategies in Spring 8¢ with
their use the following year (Spring 87); and

(d) discussion, where the results presented in the prior three
seotions are examined more globally.

As described in the methodology section of this report, data in the
Longitudinal Study were collected through an innovative interviewing
technique that elicits "think aloud" protocols. All think aloud sessions were
taped and subsequently transcribed for analysis. Guiding the analyses were
the following research questions:

¢ How do students work through various types of foreign
language tasks?

¢ What are the range and variety of strategies used by students
in performing different types of language tasks?

& What differences exist, if any, in strategy usage exhibited by
more effective language learners as compared with less
effective or ineffective language learners?

& Does strategy use change over time for individual students?

"
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A. RESULTS FROM ANALYSES
OF RUSSIAN LONGITUDINAL DATA

This section of the report presents findings from analyses of the data
collected from students of Russian in Spring 1986, their first year in the

university Russian language program, and from Spring 1987, their second

year in the Russian program.

Categories for Comparing Students

For the purposes of data analysis, subjects have been grouped as "More
Effective" (3 students), "Less Effective" {4 students), and “Ineffective" (1
student). These categories are based on the student's performance of tasks
durihg the think aloud interviews, with consideration given to accuracy
and sophistication in Russian, and on discussions with the students'
professors about the students' aptitude for learning Russian. It is notable
that the one subject classified as "Ineffective" in this presentation of data
analysis left the university after his first year and therefore could not be
followed longitudinally. As previously mentioned, students are counselled
out of the Russian language programs if they are judged to be ineffective
learners. The students sampled were performing at above "passing" levels

in their programs, with the majority achieving "above average" grades.

(Although Russian proficiency tests were administered with the intention of
gathering information both upon individual students' proficiency in Russian
and upon proficiency differences between the effective and less effective

students, the tests proved unuseabie within the context of this study.

~ Designed to measure reading proficiency on the FSI gross scale (in other
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words, dealing with whole levels rather than sublevel (£ scale) ratings), the
tests did not yield ratings sufficiently refined to discriminate between
learners at the beginning levels involved in this study. Moreover, the
university intensive program emphasizes oral/aural proficiency, not
reading; it i3 the non-intensive program that deals most with printed text.
As a result of these two factors, most students taking the test in Spring
1986 received a score of "0" or "1* and less effective students in the
non-intensive program tended to perform as well or better than more
effective students in the intensive program, seemingly an artifact of

instructional exposure.)

Findij from Partial A f the Data Collected from Students of
Russian

This section summarizes and discusses preliminary findings from analyses
of student think aloud protocols for the Russian language grammar,
listening, and writing tasks. For grammar and listening skills, tasks were
presented to students at two levels of difficuity. Thus, the effect of task
complexity on student use of strategies can be compared for grammar and
listening skills with reference to levels of effectiveness in language learning
and across these skill areas. For writing, the final skill area included in
the think aloud session in Spring 1986, time constraints prevented two of
the three highly effective learners from actually producing written text.
Therefore, only gross comparisons of range and variety of strategy usage
will be presented for the writing data. Longitudinal data for two students'

writing protocols will also be discussed.
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Findings from Grammar Tasks. The grammar tasks presented during the

interviews asked students to produce complete, grammatically accurate

sentences from ‘“dehydrated sentences" (strings of grammatically

unanalyzed Russian words). For example, the first such "sentence"

provided to first year Russian students was:
Viktor/neplokho/govorit'/russkij yazyk/no/on/mat'/
khorosho/znat'/russkij yazyk.

This was to be converted to:

Viktor neplokho govorit po-russki, no ego mat' khorosho
znaet russkij yazyk.

(Victor doesn't speak Russian poorly, but his mother speaks
Russian well.)

The task involves recognition of various parts of speech, some familiarity
with word or phrase meaning, and a working Knowledge of corresponding
grammatical structures. Each of the eight first year students worked
through two dehydrated sentences, the first, at a relatively low level of
difficuity, the second requiring more sophisticated fgcility in Russian.
Exhibit IlI-1 summarizes the wvariety of strategies used by students to
complete the two grammar tasks, and indicates mean frequencies of

strategy usage for more effective students versus less effective students at

the two levels of difficulty.

As shown in Exhibit i-1, both more and less effective students use
approximately the same variety of metacognitive and cognitive strategies to

handle the two sentences. More effective students used a total of 9 unique

strategies for the less difficult and 10 unique strategies for the more
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EXHIBIT 111-1

Spring 1986 Orammoar Tesks: Dehydrated Sentonces
Mean Uses of Strategies
More Effective Yersus Less Effective First Year Students of Russian

Sentence #* 1 Sentence #2
(Low Level of Difficulty) (Higher Level of Difficulty)
STRATEGIES More Effec. Less Effec. More Effec. I Less Effec.
METACOONITIVE
Planning .67 1.60 1.67 1.40
Salective Attention 33 - - -
Directed Attention - - 33 .20
Self-Meanagement - - 33 .20
Self-Monitoring 1.67 4.00 4.00 4.80
Of Comprehension - .20 1.33 1.80
Yisual - - 33 -
Auditory 33 1.60 1.00 .40
Self~Evaluation 1.67 60 .67 2.20
COONITIVE
Deduction 7.00 2.20 7.33 4.60
Elaboration 1.00 1.80 2.67 2.20
with Inferencing - - 67 -
with imagery .33 .20 67 1.20
with Transfer - - 33 .60
with Auditory Rep. - - .33 .20
Inference .33 .40 1.33 .40
Notes 33 .20 67 .60
Repetition - .60 67 2.60
Resourcing - - 67 -
Trensfer - .20 1.67 .40
Translation .67 1.20 3.00 2.40
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE
Questioning tor Clarification 33 1.40 267 .60
N of More Effective Students = 3
N of Less Effective Students = S
| ]
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difficult seritence, while less effective students employed a total of 14 uhique

strategies for the former sentence and 13 for the latter.

More interesting, perhaps, is the variation in frequency of specific strategy
usage for more and less effective learners at the iwo difficulty lewvels,

particularly with regard to: self-monitoring, deduction, translation, and

tioning for clarification.

Effective students averageed only 1.7 uses of self-monitoring for the first
sentence, but 4.0 uses of this strategy on the second sentence. In contrast,
the less effective students monitored their performance at about the same
level for both sentences (4.0 and 4.8 average uses of self-monitoring,
respectively). Based on accuracy and expediency in completing the two
grammar tasks, effective students apparently did not need to self-monitor
to generate fairly grammatical solutions to the less difficult dehydrated
sentence, whereas less effective students found the first grammar problem
somewhat challenging and used self-monitoring frequently as a result.
When faced with a grammar task of greater complexity (the solution in
English would translate roughly, "Boris corresponds with these girls, who
were accepted to the medical institute"), more effective students relied more
heavily on self-monitoring. Less effective students only slightly increased

their self-monitoring behaviors in handling a task far more complex from a

teaching perspective, but only slightly more challenging from a students'

per‘gpective. Of interest, also, is the increased monitoring of comprehension

exhibited by both more and less effective students in processing the second

grammar task. None of the more effective students monitored for
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comprehension in the first sentence, while one of the less effective students
did. For the more complex task, more effective students averaged 1.3 uses
of monitoring for comprehension. The less effective students averaged 1.8
uses of this strategy. Again, to complete the task, students must recognize
the target meaning, in a general sense at least, in order to exercise their
metalinguistic knowledge of grammatical relationships. All students
recognized that they had to consciously attend to the intended meaning of
the mc:'e complex sentence to derive an acceptable grammatical solution to
the task. The more effective students' average use of translation for the
first task (0.7) versus the second task (3.0) supports this interpretation of

the self-menitoring findings. (The same holds true for less effective

students who averaged 1.2 uses cf translation for the first task ahd 2.4 for

the second.)

Comparison of gdeduction behaviors of the two groups on the two tasks
contrasts the self-monitering results. The more effective students used
deduyction at about the same level for both the less and more complex
grammar tasks (7.0 and 7.3 uses, respectively). The less effective students
approximately doubled their usage of deduction in performing the second
task (2.2 uses for the first sentence, 4.6 for the second). It would appear
that the more effective students, while regularly tapping metalinguistic
knowledge for gramrnar tasks, turned to alternative strategies when faced
with a grammar challenge. Less effective students, less facile with
metalinguistic rules, tended to rely on other strategies until the use of

dedyction became clearly necessary.

|
€
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The third variation in strategy usage worthy of note involves gngs;-igning
for clarification. Only one of the more effective students requested
clarification in working through the less difficult grammar task, while less
effective students averaged 1.4 guestions for clarification apiece for this
task. Conversely, more effective students averaged 2.7 gquestions for
clarification regarding the same task -- all but one of which were posed in
discussions following their attempts to solve the grammar problem. For the
second task, only one of the five less effective students requested

explanation of the solution during the debriefing period.

Findings from Listening Tasks. As with the "grammar" think alouds,
listening tasks were presented to first year Russian students at two levels
of difficulty. The first was a relatively straightforward monologue about
foreign students attending a university program in the U.S.S.R. The second
passage involved a conversation among five speakers with relatively few
clues as to the relationships among them. Exhibit III-2 summarizes strategy

usage by more and less effective students in processing the monologue and

conversation passages.

Somewhat surprisingly, the students used slightly fev‘ve:_' strategies in
processing the more difficult task (with more effective learners using 16
unique straetgies for the first and 15 unique strategies for the second
passage, and less effective learners using 18 unique strategies for the first
and 13 unique strategies for the second). This finding may be explained to
some extent by students' differential usage of prominent strategies during
the first and second listening activities. Of particular interest are uses of
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EXHIBIT 111-2

Spring 1986 Listening Tasks
: Moon Uses of Strategies
More Effective Yersus Less Effective First Year Students of Russian

Listening Task #1 Listening Task #2
(Low Level of Difficuity) (Higher Level of Difficulty)
STRATEGIES More Effec. Less Effec. More Effec. Less Effec.
METACOGNITIVE
Planning 1.67 1.25 1.33 1.50
Problem Identification 5.00 1.25. 1.00 .75
Selective Attention 3.33 2.25 3.00 .75
Directed Attention .67 1.00 67 .50
Self-Management .67 . 1.00 1.33 15
Self-Monitor - 14.33 4.25 10.00 6.75
Of inference/Hypothesis - - .67 .50
Of Comprohension 13.67 2.75 9.00 .25
Auditory - 25 - -
Of Production - - - .25
“Double Check” - - - .50
Of Strategies - - - .25
Self-Evaluation 433 2.75 4.33 2.25
COGNITIVE
Contextualizstion - .50 - -
Elaboration 9.67 6.50 8.00 6.00
with Auditory Rep. 1.00 .75 33 .25
with imagery .67 .25 67 1.25
with Inferencing 1.00 1.25 4.00 1.50
by Questioning 1.67 - - .50
with Transfer - - 33 .25
Between Parts * * 2.67 1.50
Personal * * 33 1.25
Orouping - .25 - -
Inference 33 1.78 3.33 3.25
Notes 267 1.00 1.33 .50
Rehearsal/Review - - 67 -
Repetition 2.00 1.25 33 -
Resourcing 33 - - -
Summerizstion 8.00 1.00 2.00 4.060
Transfer 33 1.00 - .25
Troanslation - - 1.25 1.00 Co-
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE
Questioning for Clarification 33 1.75 .67 2.00
Self-Talk 67 25 - -
N of More Effective Students = 3
l N of Less Effective Studants = 4 111-9
o * Not coded for this task
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problem identification, self-monitoring, summarization, elaboration, and

inferencing, and the inieractions of the latter four.

Problem identification appeared to be an important straetgy for more
effective students in preparing for and listening to the first passage. They
directed attention to specific areas where problems might or did occur,
averaging about five times per student. Less effective students identified
problem areas only about once each for the monologue. With regard to the
more difficult, second passage, the students specifically identified problem
areas less frequently, with the more effective students using problem
identification on an average of one time per student, and only three of the
four less effective students identifying problems. These results suggest
that, in listening, students must have skills relatively equal to the task to
pinpoint problem areas. If only moderately challenged, the student can
identify particular weaknesses in understandir spoken text. If severely
challenged, the student must attend to meaning in general, rather than to
specific difficulties. The less effective students, having trouble
understanding the monologue overall, could not localize comprehension

difficulties for either the simple or difficult listening passage.

Results for self-monitoring. particularly of comprehension, and
summarization strategies for listening clearly mark differences among

more and less effective student behaviors in listening. In working through
the monologue, the more effective students used self-monitoring with over
three times the frequency of less effective learners (more effective

students: 14.3; less effective students: 4.3). On this first task, more
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effective students held a running "dialogue" with the taped passage,
(monitoring comprehension), by summarizing what they heard as they
listened, which accounts for their much more frequent uses of both
strategies, relative to less effective students. (More effective students
monitored for comprehension on an average of 13.7 times per students; less
effective students monitored for comprehension 2.8 times per student. More
effective students summarized incoming information 8 times per student;

less effective students, 1 time per student).

On the more difﬁcult, second passage, rmore effective students continued to
use self-monitoring (10 uses per student), specifically monitoring of
comprehension (9 uses per student), more.frequently than less effective
students (6.8 uses per student, and 5.3 uses per student, respectively),
although the contrast is less striking. It is possible that the difference in
documented uses of self-monitoring is an artifact of the data collection
technique; that is, students working with listening material pitched to their
proficiency lewvel could monitor comprehension and verbalize their thoughts
simultaneously. With more challenging material, the students may have

continued to monitor comprehension with equal frequency, but not have

been able to werbalize their thoughts concurrently, because the act of
thinking aloud interfered with processing incoming information. This
interpretation would explain the substantial drop in the more effective
students' use of summarizing for the second listening pas;sage (they
summarized 8 times a piece for the first listening and only 2 times each for
the second). The less effective students' increased usage of summarizing

for the second listening passage (1 time each for the first, 4 times for the
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second) actually reflects behaviors that occurred when the tape was not
playing, as these students worked through questions that accompanied the
task and retrospectively reported thoughts that had struck them while
listening. The less effective students did not maintain a "dialogue" with
either passage while listening, the way the more effective students had

with the first, more simple passage.

A third area of interest involves usage of inferencing, elaboration, and
elaboration with inferencing. The data clearly indicated that inferencing
and elaboration could not be considered entirely discrete categories. In some
instances, students integrated prior knowledge with information provided
in a task to solve problems or generate hypotheses, such that no clear
distinction between the elaboration and the inference could be drawn for
coding purposes. With this in mind, the results for elaboration and
inferencing elicit attention. First, more effective students used elaboration
overall more frequently than less effective students for both listening
passages (more effective: first task--9.7 uses each, second task--8.0 uses
each; less effective: first task--6.5 uses each, second task--6.0 uses each).
But the specific type of glaboration used by effective students changed
notably from the first to the second passage. For the monologue, more
effective student combined elaboration with inferencing only one time each
{on the average). For the conversation passage, more effective students
combined these strategies an average of 4 times each. In contrast, less
effective students combined elaboration and inferencing at about equal
levels for both listening passages (1.25 average uses for the first passage and

1.5 average uses for the second).
1tr=-12
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Furthermore, both more and less effective learners markedly increased

their use of inferencing, in its more pure sense, for the more difficult
passage (more effective: first passage--0.3 times each, second passage--3.3
times each; less effective: first passage--1.8 times each, second passage--3.3
times each), and, as indicated, both groups increased the use of this
strategy to about the same level for the second passage. Obviously, the
more difficult second passage required students to infer meaning more
extensively. It is notable, however, that the more effective students not
only increased their use of simple inferencing for the second passage, they
also combined their prior knowledge (elaboration) with task-available
information (inferencing) in order to process the more difficult task,
suggesiing that more effective students have acquired greater sophistication

in strategy application than their less effective peers.

Findings from Comparing Grammar and Listening Tasks. Exhibit III-3
compares aggregate results for metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective
strategy use for grammar and listening tasks at two levels of difficulty.
Exhibit III-3 further compares the minimum and maximum incidences of

strategy use for more and less effective learners on the tasks and mean

numbers of strategy uses for these groups.

Exhibit III-3 offers a number of interesting contrasts. First, regarding the
variety of strategy use, all types of students used metacognitive strategies
for all types of tasks reported, but the same does not hold true for cognitive
strategies. One less effective student used no cognitive strategies for the

less difficult grammar task, and, similarly, the minimum and maximum

>
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EXHIBIT 111-3

Summary of Strategy Usage for Orammar and Listening Tasks
of Yerying Levels of Difficuity:
More Effective Yersus Less Effective First Year Students of Russian

Orammar Task #1 Oraminer Task #2
(Low Level of Difficulty) (Higher Level of Difficulty)
|_More Effective | Less Effective More Effective | Less Effective
STRATEGIES Range { Mean | Range | Mean Range | Mean Range |Meen
METACOOGNITIVE 3- 6 433 4-10 6.40 5-15 9.00 6-14 9.20
COGNITIVE 7-12 9.33 0-10 640 9-24 17.67 6-17 13.20
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE -t .33 0- 3 140 1-4 267 0-2 .60
N of More Effective Students = 3
N of Less Effective Students = 5
Listening Task #*1 Listening Task *#2
{Low Level of Difficulty) (Higher Level of Difficuity)
| More Effective | Less Effective More Effective | Less Effective
STRATEGIES Range | Mean | Range | Meen Range |Mean | Range {Mean
METACOGNITIVE 19-36 25.00 6-17 13.00 17-30 21.67 8-22 14.50
COONITIVE 22-40 28.00 9-26 19.50 14-22 17.00 5-19 1425
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE 0o-1 .33 1-§ 200 0-02 0.67 1- 3 200
e . _
N of More Effective Students = 3
N of Less Effective Students = 4




number 6f strategy uses for less effective students are consistently lower

than for more effective students.

Secondly, task difficulty and task type clearly influence mean strategy use
for more and less effective groups. Students use strategies more often for
listening than for grammar tasks--an intuitively acceptable finding,
considering the integrative nature of listening tasks as opposed to the
discrete nature of grammar tasks. What is striking, however, is the
degree to which more effective students increase use of strategies as
compared to less effeci.ve students. For instance, more effective learners
increase their mean uses of metacognitive strategies more than six-fold,
comparing their performance on the less difficult grammar task (4.5) and
listening task (25.0), while less effective students only double their use of
metacognitive strategies across the two less difficult tasks (6.4 for
grammar, 13.0 for listening). It is surprising, however, that these
increases are present for cognitive strategies when comparing grammar
and listening tasks of a lower difficulty level, but not for those of greater
difficulty levels. In fact, while more effective students used more cognitive
strategies than less effective students on both the more difficult grammar
and listening tasks, the inean group usages of cognitive strategies remained
fairly consistent for both the more difficult grammar and listening tasks
(more effective: grammar--17.7, listening--17.0; less effective:
grammar--13.2, listening--14.3). Furthermore, looking within skill areas,
both groups increased cognitive strategy use for the more difficult grammar
task; but they both decreased cognitive strategy use for the more difficuit

listening task (more -effective: grammar#*1--93, grammar ¥2--17.7,
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listening #1--28.0, listening #2--17.0; less effective: grammar #1--6.4,

grammar ¥2--13.2, listening #1--19.5, listening #2--14.3).

These findings cleariy suggest that the interaction of the skill area tapped
by the task and the level of task difficulty influences strategy usage. For
tasks associated with discrete aspects of language learning (e.g., grammar
tasks), both more and less effective students cope with the challenge by
drawing more heavily upon strategies. For integrative language tasks, like
listening, first year students may not have a sufficient repertoire of
alternative strategies or, perhaps, sufficient sophistication in strategy
usage, to bring greater levels of strategy use to bear on tasks above their
proficiency level. Longitudinal comparisons of student behaviors on discrete

and integrative language tasks may shed further insight into the

interaction of tasks with strategy behawvior.

Findings from Writing Tasks. As mentioned previously, the writing task

included in the interviews produced large non-comparable data across
students--in part because in the first series of interviews, the writing task
was the last to be presented, so time constraints prevented some students
from fully engaging in the task, and In part because students reacted
radically differently to the task. The first interviews provided (1)
pre-planning data for three more effective and four less effective students;
and (2) planning/writing data for one ineffective, four less effective, and
three more effective students, although two only planned what they would
write, never producing written text. Longitudinal data for one more

eifective and one less effective student over a one-year period were also
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available. Therefore, analyses of the data generated by the writing stimuli
will be treated in three ways. First, results from the first interviews will
be presented focuéing on the variety of strategies used by the warious
groups of students in the pre-planning and planning/writing phases of
writing. Second, extracting from the data provided from the first
interview, strategy applications of one more effective, one less effective,
and one ineffective student will be compared. Thirdly, longitudinal writing

data for one more ffective and one less effective student will be presented.

Exhibit III-4A summarizes the variety of strategies used by more and less
effective students prior to selecting a composition topic. Notable in this
table is the limited repertoire of strategies used by students in pre-planning
phases of writing. Three metacognitive strategies, one cognitive strategy,
and one social affective strategy are employed by at least one member each
of the more and less effecti;\re learner groups. Furthermore, all students
employed glaboration in approaching the task of writing, with one student
from the less and one from the more effective group using this strategy
rather extensively, in comparison to level of usage of any other strategy
(the highest level of usage of any metacognitive or social affective strategy
was one incidence; the highest level of usage of elaboration for both rmore
and less effective students was eight incidences). Clearly, glaboration plays
an important role in planning io write and may, in fact, have
fmetacognitive attributes, as a strategy. Hence, the practice of recognizing
metacognitive and cognitive strategles as discrete categories may not

accurately represent task processing behaviors.
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EXHIBIT 1t11-4A

Summary of Strategy Usage for Writing Task:
Comparison of More Effective, Less Effective, and ineffective

First Year Students of Russisn
More Effective Less Effective
N=3 N=4
N of Students Highest* | N of Students Highest*
PRE-PLANNING Using Strategy | Levelof | UsingStrategy | Level of
STRATEGIES Usage Usage

METACOONITIVE
Self-Management ! 1 1 1
Self-Monitor 1 1 1
Evaluation 1 1 1 1
COGNITIVE
Elaboration 3 8 4 8

Between Parts 2 1 1 1

Personal 2 6 3 3

Personal Emotive - - i 1

Seif-Evalustive - ! 1 3 S

On Strategies - - 1 |

Academic 1 1 1 2
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE
Questioning for Clarification 1 1 2 i

*  Maximum number of incidences of a single student’s use of the strategy




Similarly, Exhibit IlI-4B shows that more effective, less effective, and
ineffective students all use essentially the same repertoire of strategies for
writing. They use metacognitive strategies to plan, monitor, and evaluate
their performance; they use the cognitive strategies of deduction,
elaboration, repetition, resourcing, and substitution at fairly comparable
levels. (The more effective students' use of repetition involved, for the
most part, one student's concern over the spelling of one troublesome

word.) In addition, more, less, and in-effective students all guestioned for
clarification. Variations in usage levels of other strategies reported appear
to be highly idiosyncraéic, or a matter of personal writing style. Exhibit
III-5 presents data that may elucidate contrasts between levels of

effectiveness and personal style in investigating strategy usage.

As shown in Exhibit III-5, contrasts between the more, less, and in-effective
students, for the most part, reflect only differences in writing style. Only
two contrasts emerge that suggest differential use of strategies according to
degree of effectiveness that cannot be otherwise explained in the raw data.
.First, while the more, less, and in—éffective students all monitor their
writing, they attend to their performance at different levels. The more
effective student uJirects 8 of his 19 uses of self-rmonitoring to the discourse
level (7 times towards stvle and once to his plan). In contrast, the less and
in-effective students direct an overwhelming majority of their usas of
self-monijtoring to the word level (16 of 21 for the less effective student, and
18 of 23 for the ineffective student). The more effective student, then,
appears to have sufficient control over Russian language production to

attend to his style in writing, more so that the less effective students, who
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EXHIBIT 111-48

Writing Strategies Summary {Continued)

Mors Effective

Less Effective

Ineffective
N=1

PLANNING/WRITING
STRATEOGIES

N=3%*
N of Students | Highest**
Level of

Using Strategy]
Usage

N=4
Nof Students | Highest**
Leve] of

Using Strategy
Usage

Level of
Usage

METACOGNITIVE
Planning
To Compose
Discourse Level
--To Do
--To Say
Sentence Level
Directed Attention
Selective Attention
Self-Management
Self-Monitor
Word Level
Phrase Level
Sentence Level

Punctuation /

Auditory

for Style

of Stra‘egies

of Plan

"Doubie Check"
Self-Evalustion

COGNITIVE
Deduction
Eleboration
Personal
--Personal-Emotive
Academic
Self-Evaluative
Between Peorts
with Transfer
with Imagery
Orouping
Notes
Repetition
Resourcing
Substitution
Summarization
Translation
Transfer

SOCIAL AFFECTIVE
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* Two Highly Effactive students spent all of the tesk time plenning.
** Maximum number of incidences of a single student’s use of the stretegy
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EXHIBIT 111-5

Spr 86 Planning and Writing Data for Selected Students

LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS HIGH MEDIUM LowW
STUDENT 1D Spr 86 *1 Spr 86 *4 Spr 86 *8

METACOONITIVE STRATEGIES
Planning
--To Compose ( Strategies)
--Discourse Level (To Say)
| --Sentence Level ( To Say)
Self-Management
Self-Monitor : 1
--Discourse Level (Style)
-=Sentence Level
--Word Level
--Punctustion
--Auditory
--Plon
--Double Check
Self-Evalustion

<o

| ot ot e ) QO = = O — OO )
S NA — O N—-= b UNY
N

COCGNTIYE STRATEGIES
Deduction
Elaboration
--Personal
---Personal-Emotive
~=Academic
--Self-Evalueative
--Between Parts
--0n a Linguistic Transfer
Notes
Repetition 1
Resourcing
Substitution
Summarization
--Trensistion
Transfer - -

N == WOUN
H

I O e = N )
w '
N WO WA Y W — 1 GOIN 1 NOVY

SOCIAL/AFFECTIVE STRATEGIES - - -

Ni-¢%




must concentrate on accuracy in second language production. The second
contrast confirms, to some extent, this interpretation. The more effective
student uses deduction only twice in the course of planning and writing his

composition, while the less and in-effective students use deduction eleven

and nine times, respectively.

Longitudinal Results: Spring 1986 and 1987 Writing

The final analysis, summarized in Exhibit 111-6, presents longitudinal results
for strategy use for one more and one less effective -learner. Exhibit III-6
shows that both students remain fairly consistent in their use of strategies
across the first and third interview sessions (Spring 1986 at the end of one
year of Russian study at the university, and Spring 1987 at the end of two
vears of Russian study at the university). The strategies that both
students used most often in Srping 1986, namely, planning and elaboration,
appear with relatively equal frequency in the Spring 1987 data. In fact, the
more effective learner uses exactly the same number of elaborations in

both obserwvations.

An interesting difference over the year period for the less effective student
is apparent. She greatly increases her usage of strategies for writing from
one year to the next. The less effective student, who had been ranked as
fairly effective in Spring 1986 but decided to repeaf first year intensive
Russian in Spring 1987, increased her use of planning by slightly more than
50 percent, her use of self-monitoring by more than 50 percent, her use of
glaboration by about 50 percent, her use of deduction eight-fold, and her use
of questioning for clarification six-fold in the Spring 1987 observation. What
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EXHIBIT 111-6

Summary of Strategy Usage for Writing Task:
Comparison of Spring 1986 and Spring 1987 Data for Two Students

Student *3 Student *7

86 87 86 87
STRATEGIES

METACOGNITIVE 1
COGNITIVE 26
SOCIAL AFFECTIVE

23 40
15 44
13

vBa

METACOGNITIVE
Planning

To Compose

Discourse Level

—To Do

~-To Say

Sentence Level
Directed Attention
Seif-Ianagement
Self-Monitor

Word Level

Sentence Level

Punctuation

Auditory

for Style

of Strategies

of Plan

“Double Check”
Self-Evaluation

— N

P e N =t W=D IO
| = NUGUN—=waA~N—-O
- et 1] ) et AN KA ANG

PN
Bl | == AT ANOG ! A=A O

[, 20 S R T N A |

COGNITIVE

Deduction

Elasboration
Personal
~Personal-Emotive
Academic
Self-Evaluative
Questioning
Betwoeen Parts
with Trensfer
with imegery
with inferencing
sbout Strategies

6Grouping

Repetition

Resourcing

Substitution

Summarization

Translstion

o
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SOCIAL AFFECTIVE
Questioning for Clarification
for Verification
sbout the Task
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makes these contrasts particularly interesting is that the more effective
student flatly refused to produce written text throughout the three
observation periods, while the less effective student produced only two
sentences in Spring 1986, then rather extensive text (four complex sentences)
in Spring 1987. The less effective student's approach to the task had
entirely changed in that, in Spring 1986, she could not get started. She
spent the majority of the time appropriated for the writing task trying to
generate an opening sentence. JIn the second year, this student disregarded

concern for style and began writing almost spontaneously. Her confidence

in writing had increased substantially.

The writing data, then, offer suggestive réther than conclusive findings.
Consistently, seif-monitoring and elaboration appear to be strategies
necessary for writing. The levels of monitoring and styles or types of
elaboration appear to be aspects of strategy usage worthy of further
investigation. Also, the wuses of summarization in conjunction with
invention (or text generating techniques) elicit interest, as students at all
levels of effectiveness use the strategy frequently. Further exploration of
both cross-sectional data for students at wvarious levels of proficiency and

longitudinal data may offer more insights into patterns of strategy usage

for writing.

3 Di . R ian Da
The data analysis in process indicates that strategy use can discrimirate
among better and weaker language learners for, at least, grammar and
listening activities. Furthermore, the data show that the nature of tasks
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(in terms of difficulty and type) influence the strategic behaviors evidenced
in student think aloud protocols. The analyses presented abowe respond to
greater and lesserAdegrees to the research questions posed:
¢ How do students work through various types of foreign
language tasks?

Through these data analyses, some understanding of strategies relevant to
various types of skill areas have been identified. For grammar tasks,
self-monitoring and deduction seem to play important roles. For listening,
self-monitoring, problem identification, elaboration, inferencirg, and
summarization appear as prominént aides to successful task completion.
For writing, elaboration, self-monitoring, and summarization appear to
figure influentially into students' approach and processing of the task.
Further investigation of the uses of these strategies and combinations of

these strategies should be undertaken in analyzing the remaining data.

e What are the range and wvariety of strategies used by
students in performing different types of language tasks?

As discussed above, the type of task substantially influences strategy usage.
These differences ife not so much in the category of strategy used, but in
how the strategy is applied to the task. For instance, in listening
self-monitoring for comprehension played a role that discriminated between
more and less effective students. In writing, self-monitoring for stvle at
the discourse level distinguished between more and less effective students.
While simple counts of specific strategy use may offer some insight into
learner behaviors, it appears that analyses from a qualitative perspective
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may more completely reveal strategic behaviors that characterize more

effective as opposed to less effectivce language learners.

® What differences exist, if any, in strategy usage exhibited
by effective learners as compared with less effective

learners?
Apparent throughout the analyses were differences that contrasted strategy
usage by more and less effective language learners. The differences,
however, were not necessarily in what strategies were used, but how
those strategies were applied-- the level, the manner, the interaction with
other strategies. With sensitivity to task demands, further analysis of
additional data may offer avenues for traxj.slating good learner strategies

into teachable learning skills.

¢ Does strategy usage change over time for individual students?

While longitudinal data presented addressed only writing skills, and only
with reference to two students, the results suggest that the more effective
student did not radically alter patterns of strategy usage over time, but
that the less effective student did. These data are insufficient to draw any

stable conclusions, but offer ample grounds for further investigation.

The subjects studied in the Russian as a Foreign Language component of this

project should be recognized as relatively effective learners, in general.

They were admitted to a competitive university and enrolled in and
survived two semesters of study in a language perceived to be challenging.

It is not surprising, therefore, that even the least effective learner brings a
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broad range of strategies to Russian language tasks. Nonetheless, the more
effective, or more talented language learners in this group appear to use
strategies with gi’eater efficienc